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2 (n==40) ( mg-L ")
Table 2 The statistical hydro-geochemical results of the soil waters (n~40) (mg-L ')
/C pH EC/pSecm™!  Ca® i Mg? NH; HCO3 SO~ Cl™ NO3
20. 3 7.10 207 38.9 12.4 0. 39 134 14.0 0. 96 6. 44
QM
3.5 0.32 84 13.5 5.4 0.22 58 11.6 0.92 10. 62
22.0 6.72 122 19.2 4.3 0. 31 62 6.8 0. 83 1. 05
QG _ -
3.0 0.58 103 12.6 4.6 0.25 53 3.5 0.59 2.61
21.2 6.55 92 18.6 2.7 0. 54 46 10. 2 1. 26 2.28
GM
3.7 0.45 45 8.6 1.8 0. 30 21 8.4 1. 04 6.45
22.4 6. 54 69 16. 6 0.7 0.43 40 6.6 0. 84 0.63
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3 (n=17)( mg-L ')
Table 3 The statistical hydro-geochemical results of the epikarst springs (n=17) (mg-L ')
/C pH EC/pSecm™!  Ca® i Mg?* NH; HCO3 SO~ Cl™ NO3
M 17. 4 7.66 292 76. 4 13.0 0.22 221 20.7 1. 14 2.19
Q
1.7 0. 30 61 10.1 1.7 0. 14 17 4.5 0.54 1.73
QG 17.6 7. 80 330 74.6 19.4 0.29 248 17.1 0. 95 0.98
B 1.0 0.31 78 12.7 4.9 0.19 23 4.1 0.43 0.79
17.4 7.50 292 82.9 12.0 0. 20 239 16. 2 0.77 0. 37
GM
2.7 0.41 72 9.8 2.6 0.14 19 3.9 0.52 0. 36
Ge 17.3 7.64 227 76.4 2.1 0.15 190 10.9 0.63 0.09
3.1 0.43 64 6.9 0.3 0. 10 18 2.6 0.43 0.08
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Hydro-geochemical Response of Shallow Groundwater
on Vegetation Degradation in Karst Area: A Case Study
in Laqiao Catchment of Libo in Guizhou, China

XIAO De-an'*, LUO wetjun'?, WANG Shtjie'*, CHEN sheng-hua'

(1. State Key Laboratory of Environmental Geochemistry, Institute of Geochemistry, CAS, Guiyang 550002, China;
2. Environmental Monitoring Center of Guizhou Province, Guiyang 550081, China; 3. Puding Karst Ecosystem
Research Station, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Puding 562100, Guizhou, China; 4. Land and Resources

Bureau of Guiyang City, Guizhou Province, Guiyang 550001, China)

Abstract: It is very important that geochemical response of vegetation degradation is studied in karst area, which has an impor-
tant scientific and practical significance. Four sample plots with different types of vegetation were selected as a study object in
Lagiao catchment of Libo in Guizhou, China. Shallow groundwaters (soil water and epikarst spring) were sampled monthly at
the four plots, respectively, and their main hydrogeochemical parameters were measured. Results show that Ca’", Mg®",
HCO; , EC and pH value in the soil waters, and ClI~ , NO; and SO}~ in the epikarst springs are sensitive to vegetation degra-
dation. However, we should be cautious when using those parameters that maybe are affected by more complex processes, such
as NO; and SO} in the soil waters, Mg®?", NH, , HCO; and EC etc. in the epikarst springs, and 8" Cpc value in the soil
waters and epikarst springs. Thus, the cations and HCOj; that is affected mainly by soil CO, gas concentration in the soil layer
may have a good potential to respond vegetation variation, and the anions except for HCO; maybe are more sensitive in the
epikarst springs.

Key words: Geochemical response; Soil water; Epikarst spring; Karst region; Vegetation degradation



